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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 2-13, 15-21, 23-28, 30 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hatanaka (U.S. Patent 5,923,573) in view of Ardoin et al. (U.S. Patent 
5,692,184). 

In reference to claims 4 and 18, Hatanaka discloses modifying a "kit model" of a three- 
dimensional CAD system having elements such as points, curved lines and curved surfaces (see 
column 2, lines 7-18). Hatanaka also discloses identifying a change in an element by receiving 
modification information for moving or changing an element (see column 2, lines 30-32). Note, 
the office interprets the relationship data of Hantanka as utilized for model regeneration as it is 
used in supplying a generating method to the model regeneration function (see columns 7-8, 
lines 66-3). Therefore the limitation of claim 4, ".. .creating a first step. . is interpreted as the 
supplying or creation of a generating method, disclosed by Hantanka, as the generation method is 
defined based upon the relationship data. Further, claim 4 does not specifically point out the 
exact operation or use of the, "first step" and solely discloses the "first step" being based upon 
the structure of the first element or on a relationship between the first element and another 
element or elements. Hatanaka also discloses when points, curved lines and curved surfaces of 
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the model are moved or changed, other graphic elements which relate to the changed element are 
also modified (see column 7, lines 28-52). Note, that the office believes that in using such 
related elements as in Hatanaka, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to change one or more elements to produce a model that 
accurately reflected the change to a first element because related modified elements would cause 
other related elements to also be changed. Hatanaka does not explicitly disclose creating a, 
"second step" based on the first step and the structure of one of the elements or the relationship 
between two of the elements however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to implement a second creation step in the three 
dimensional modeling apparatus of Hatanaka in order to provide for other related elements to be 
modified which are based on the modification from the first created step and because since the 
same basic functions as claimed is shown by Hatanaka, it is substantially a matter of designating 
this as a separate step. Further, the element relationship creation steps of Hatanaka could easily 
be repeated thus creating a plurality of steps each dependent upon modifications to related 
elements. Hatanaka does not explicitly disclose sorting the steps before execution. Ardoin et al. 
discloses an object relational management system for use in CAD software, where functions of 
nodes are ordered according to numeric values equivalent to comparator operators (see column 1, 
lines 28-31, column 8, lines 34-43 and Figure 16). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the sorting of elemental 
functions of Ardoin et al. with the modeling system of Hatanaka in order to compute functions of 
an element in the correct order because changing relationships could cause a change in order of 
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functions (see column 8, lines 54-59 of Ardoin et al.) which could lead in the modification of 
displayed elements (see Response to Arguments below). 

In reference to claims 2 and 19, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim 
limitations as applied to claims 4 and 18 respectively above. Hatanaka discloses modifying a 
"kit model" of a three-dimensional CAD system having elements such as points, curved lines 
and curved surfaces (see column 2, lines 7-18). 

In reference to claim 3, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations as 
applied to claim 2 above however neither Hatanaka nor Ardoin et al explicitly disclose the kit 
models being of an architectural structure however it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the three dimensional 
CAD system with many types of models including architectural models as this is a standard use 
for a CAD system. 

In reference to claim 5, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al disclose all of the claim limitations as 
applied to claim 4 above in addition, Ardoin et al discloses the sorting of nodes in such a manner 
that a parent is evaluated before the child node (see column 8, lines 36-43). Note aUhough 
Ardoin et al does not explicitly disclose the use of a depth-first search sorting algorithm the 
office believes such a sort, disclose by Ardoin et al, to be equivalent in functionality especially 
in view of the disclosed sorting process of pages 18-19 of applicant's specification whereby, 
parent, child, grandchild, great-grandchild etc. steps are sorted as also disclosed in Ardoin et al 

In reference to claim 6, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al disclose all of the claim limitations as 
applied to claim 4 above. Although Hatanaka discloses the generation relationship data to be 
included in an element's data structure (see column 7, lines 57-61), neither Hatanaka nor Ardoin 
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et al. explicitly disclose it being stored in a repository. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to store the object modification steps 
in a sort of memory or repository in order to repeat execution of the steps at a later time (see 
Response to Arguments below). 

In reference to claim 7, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations as 
applied to claim 4 above. Neither Hatanaka nor Ardoin et al. explicitly disclose one of the steps 
of claim 4 being a nul step however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to implement a nul step with the three dimensional 
modeling apparatus of Hatanaka and the object relationship management techniques of Ardoin et 
al. in order to act as a, "wait" command allowing the processor to idle regeneration for a certain 
amount of time, which is well known in the computing art especially in computer programming 
(Official Notice). Further, the nul step instigating regeneration could also be broadly interpreted 
as a, "refresh" command whereby the display screen is redrawn which is well known in the 
computer graphics art (see Response to Arguments below). 

In reference to claim 8, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations as 
applied to claim 7 in addition, Hatanaka disclose regeneration of an object after an element is 
modified (see column 8, lines 62-65 and #24a-d of Figure 6). Note, although Hatanaka does not 
explicitly disclose the term named a, nul step, the office interprets the above step of Hatanaka 
substantially similar to the nul step of applicant's claim because in this case, when the applicant 
becomes his or her own lexicographer and names a certain regeneration step using the nul term, 
the office interprets the functionality of the step to produce regeneration processing as disclosed 
by the steps of Hatanaka. 
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In reference to claims 9 and 17, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim 
limitations as applied to claims 4 and 15 respectively in addition, Hatanaka discloses each 
element having geometric shape data for specifying graphic elements (see column 7, lines 57- 
65). Note the office believes the applicant's atom feature to be substantially similar to the 
geometric shape data found in the prior art of Hatanaka. Hatanaka also discloses geometric 
shape data expressing a dependency between generation relationship data when geometric shape 
data is re-calculated by using information of the generation relationship data (see column 8, lines 
6-8). Neither Hatanaka nor Ardoin et al. explicitly disclose marking changes made to an element 
however it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to mark changes made to an element by saving them as new geometric shape data in 
order to perform further modifications based upon prior modifications. 

In reference to claim 10, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 4 above. Hatanaka discloses when points, curved lines and curved surfaces 
of the model are moved or changed, other graphic elements which relate to the changed element 
are also modified (see column 7, lines 28-52). Note that the office interprets these other graphic 
elements, which are related to the modified element, to represent a class of elements . 

In reference to claim 11, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 4 above in addition, Hatanaka discloses executing a geometry step on a 
structure by offsetting particular points of the structure (see Figure 16) using an F node which is 
associated to geometric relationship data (see column 13, lines 13-15 and column 8, lines 13-16). 

In reference to claims 12 and 24, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim 
limitations as applied to claims 4 and 18, respectively above in addition, Hatanaka discloses 
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geometric relationship data for each element containing an F node which includes a lock flag 
indicating whether or not the relationship data is locked (see column 8, lines 17-20). Note that 
Hatanaka does not explicitly disclose that a locked F node prevents execution however it is well 
known in the art that locked data is inaccessible thus disallowing the execution of code utilizing 
the data (Official Notice). Further, the use of such ideology is commonly used through graphics 
programming, for example, locking out data from computer processes using semaphores (see 
Response to Arguments below). 

In reference to claim 13, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 4 above, however neither Hatanaka nor Ardoin et al. explicitly disclose 
generating an error signal if the first step or second step cannot be sorted. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to generate an error 
signal to inform the modeling system and the user of the modeling system that due to unsorted 
steps, elements found in the model may not be generated correctly in orientation, dimension or 
position. The office asserts that the generation of error signals if steps cannot be sorted would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because these steps provide essential 
information as to how elements are related therefore not sorting data would provide for an 
erroneous output or would execute redundant modeling steps. Further, generating an error signal 
to alert the system and/or user of such a condition is crucial and is well known in the art. Such 
examples of generating error signals are: displaying an error signal when performing file 
operations in the Windows operating system and setting overflow flags representing errors in 
arithmetic processing using hardware devices. 
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In reference to claim 15, Hatanaka discloses modifying a "kit model" of a three- 
dimensional CAD system having elements such as points, curved lines and curved surfaces (see 
column 2, lines 7-18), Hatanaka discloses a kit model modification routine receiving element 
modification information and checking all elements that are effected by a modification to the 
element by observing a "Used list," (see column 9, lines 13-17 and 34-40). Hatanaka also 
discloses executing the modification of the element through the use of a model regeneration 
function (see column 7, lines 28-32). Note the office interprets the kit model modification 
routine of Hatanaka substantially similar to applicant's step propagator and the model 
regeneration function substantially similar to applicant's step executor. Also, although Hatanaka 
does not explicitly disclose creating a second step based on the first step and the structure of one 
of the elements or the relationship between two of the elements, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement a second step 
creation in the three dimensional modeling apparatus of Hatanaka in order to provide for other 
related elements to be modified which are based on the modification fi-om the first created step. 
Further, the element relationship creation steps of Hatanaka could easily be repeated thus 
creating a plurality of steps each dependent upon modifications to related elements. Hatanaka 
does not explicitly disclose sorting the steps before execution. Ardoin et al. discloses an object 
relational management system for use in CAD software, where functions of nodes are ordered 
according to numeric values equivalent to comparator operators by a recomputed machine (see 
column 1, lines 28-31, column 8, lines 10-14 and 34-43 and Figure 16). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the 
sorting of elemental functions of Ardoin et al. with the modeling system of Hatanaka in order to 
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compute functions of an element in the correct order because changing relationships could cause 
a change in order of functions (see column 8, lines 54-59 of Ardoin et al.) which could lead in 
the modification of displayed elements (see Response to Arguments below). 

In reference to claim 16, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 15 above in addition, Hatanaka discloses a data area storing a model 
consisting of elements, curved lines, data points and curved surfaces (see column 3, lines 20-24). 
Note the office interprets the applicant's element table to be inherently found within a data area 
such as disclosed by Hatanaka. 

In reference to claim 20, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 18 above. Hatanaka also discloses when points, curved lines and curved 
surfaces of the model are moved or changed, other graphic elements which relate to the changed 
element are also modified (see column 7, lines 28-52). Hatanaka does not explicitly disclose 
creating a, "second step" effecting changes to the same element or based on the first step 
however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to implement a second step creation in the three dimensional modeling apparatus of 
Hatanaka which is based on the first step in order to provide for other related elements to be 
modified which are based on the modification from the first created step and because since the 
same basic functions as claimed is shown by Hatanaka, it is substantially a matter of designating 
this as a separate step. It also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to implement a "second step" on the same element as a first step 
was preformed in order to apply further modifications to an element of a design which is a 
standard function performed in a CAD system (see Response to Arguments below). 
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In reference to claim 21, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 20 above. Neither Hatanaka nor Ardoin et al. explicitly disclose creating a, 
"second step" selected from a plurality of steps based on the creation of other steps however, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
implement such a second step creation in the three dimensional modeling apparatus of Hatanaka 
with the object relationship management techniques of Ardoin et al. in order to provide a 
continuing modification of elements based upon a plurality of prior changes performed by the 
creation of previously generated steps which is a standard function performed in a CAD system 
(see Response to Arguments below). 

In reference to claim 23, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 18 above. Neither Hatanaka nor Ardoin et al. explicitly disclose a nul step 
whose execution does not affect the model however, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement a nul step with the three 
dimensional modeling apparatus of Hatanaka and object relationship management techniques of 
Ardoin et al. in order to act as a, "wait" command allowing the processor to idle regeneration for 
a certain amount of time, which is well known in the computing art especially in computer 
programming. Further, the nul step instigating regeneration could also be broadly interpreted as 
a, "refresh" command whereby the display screen is redrawn which is well known in the 
computer graphics art (Official Notice) (see Response to Arguments below). 

In reference to claim 25, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 18 above. Hatanaka discloses the kit models prestored in a hard disk storage 
(see column 5, lines 6-8) representing objects using skeleton lines (see column 5, lines 28-39). 
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Thus the office interprets the original shape of the model predicted before any modifications are 
preformed upon the model. Further, for example, when the user wants to modify the kit model 
by changing skeleton line orientations, the user must make some sort of prediction based on the 
kit model, as to what the modified output model should resemble. Therefore, the office believes 
Hatanaka inherently discloses generating the plurality of regeneration steps by prediction. 

In reference to claim 26, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 18 above, in addition, Hatanaka discloses a plurality of functions contained in 
a table of the generation relationship data where a modifying function is chosen to be executed 
(see column 8, lines 8-12 and column 9, lines 57-67). 

In reference to claim 27, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 18 above, in addition, Hatanaka discloses executing modifying fiinctions 
contained in the generation relationship data (see column 9, lines 57-67) however neither 
explicitly disclose executing the steps of the first element before moving onto the next. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
execute the all steps of one element before moving onto the next element in such an associative 
modeling system of Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. in order to finish processing on an element that 
the next element for processing might be associated with thus allowing for all changes made in 
the first element to be properly carried over to the next element. 

In reference to claim 28, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 18 above. The office interprets Hatanaka to inherently disclose the first 
plurality of steps depending upon the first step as the kit model modification routine of Hatanaka 
receives element modification information and checks all elements that are effected by a 
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modification to the element by observing a "Used list," (see column 9, lines 13-17 and 34-40). 
Therefore, changes to one element will directly effect changes to another element which, in turn 
indicates any execution processing upon one element will directly effect processing of another. 

In reference to claims 30 and 32, Hatanaka discloses modifying a "kit model" of a three- 
dimensional CAD system having elements such as points, curved lines and curved surfaces (see 
column 2, lines 7-18). Hatanaka also discloses identifying a change in an element by receiving 
modification information for moving or changing an element (see column 2, lines 30-32). 
Hatanaka discloses the relationship data of being utilized for model regeneration as it is used in 
supplying a generating method to the model regeneration function (see columns 7-8, lines 66-3). 
Therefore the limitation of claims 30 and 32, . .creating a first step. . ." is interpreted as the 
supplying or creation of a generating method, disclosed by Hatanaka, as the generation method is 
defined based upon the relationship data. Hatanaka also discloses when points, curved lines and 
curved surfaces of the model are moved or changed, other graphic elements which relate to the 
changed element are also modified (see column 7, lines 28-32), Note that the office believes that 
in using such related elements as in Hatanaka, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to change one or more elements to produce a 
model that accurately reflected the change to a first element because related modified elements 
would cause other related elements to be changed also. Hatanaka discloses executing modifying 
functions contained in the generation relationship data (see column 9, lines 57-67). Hatanaka 
does not explicitly disclose creating a second step based on the first step and the structure of one 
of the elements or the relationship between two of the elements however, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement a 
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second step creation in the three dimensional modeling apparatus of Hatanaka in order to provide 
for other related elements to be modified which are based on the modification from the first 
created step (also, see claim 1 response to arguments above). Hatanaka does not explicitly 
disclose sorting the steps before execution. Ardoin et al. discloses an object relational 
management system for use in CAD software, where Sanctions of nodes are ordered according to 
numeric values equivalent to comparator operators (see column 1, lines 28-3 1, column 8, lines 
34-43 and Figure 16). Neither Hatanaka nor Ardoin et al. disclose sorting the steps to eliminate 
interference among steps however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to implement the sorting of elemental functions of Ardoin et 
al. with the modeling system of Hatanaka in order to compute functions of an element in the 
correct order because changing relationships could cause a change in order of functions thus 
sorted steps would eliminate the possibility of these changing relationships interfering (see 
column 8, lines 54-59 of Ardoin et al.) (see Response to Arguments below). 
2. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hatanaka (U.S. 
Patent 5,923,573), Ardoin et al. (U.S. Patent 5,692,184) and further in view of Pabon (U.S. 
Patent 5,251,290). 

In reference to claim 29, Hatanaka and Ardoin et al. disclose all of the claim limitations 
as applied to claim 18, however neither Hatanaka nor Ardoin et al explicitly disclose verifying 
the elements after execution for constraint satisfaction. Pabon discloses a method for geometric 
modeling where geometric modeling constraints are satisfied (see lines 1-23 of abstract). 
Although Pabon does not explicitly disclose satisfying constraints for element data it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement 
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verifying constraint data after execution of steps in the modeling system of Hatanaka and object 
relationship management techniques of Ardoin et al. in order to confirm that the elements are in 
the correct positions, orientations, and dimensions (see column 1, lines 19-22 of Pabon). 
Further, the technique of, verifying for constraint satisfaction is well known in the computer art 
for instance, verifying the necessary amount of disk space available for program installation 
(Official Notice) (see Response to Arguments below). 

3. Claim 3 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hatanaka (U.S. 
Patent 5,923,573) in view of Hollingsworth et al. (U.S. Patent 5,444,836), 

In reference to claim 31, Hatanaka discloses a method of propagating changes made in 
one data element to other related elements (see column 7, lines 28-52). Hatanaka discloses the 
data structure of elements to include generation relationship data which retains information as to 
with which and how the geometric shape of elements are generated (see columns 7-8, lines 66- 
8). Note the office believes the data structure of Hatanaka provides a method for accumulating 
changes in an element. Hatanaka also discloses using a data network identifying possible sets of 
changes that may be made to related elements (see column 8, lines 57-67). Hatanaka does not 
explicitly disclose selecting the most appropriate set of changes by employing some 
predetermined standard however Hollingsworth et al. does. Hollingsworth et al discloses 
methods for creating and applying flexible user defined rules for placement of graphical objects 
in a CAD system (see lines 1-3 of abstract). Hollingsworth et al. also discloses a method of 
selecting rules to apply changes to a model, by determining if the rules pass or fail an 
overplotting criteria wherein two objects are tested to see if they overplot one another (see 
column 10, lines 26-30). Hollingsworth et al. discloses selecting a next rule if the current rule 
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would result in the disallowed overplotting according to an OMASK keyword statement (see 
column 1 1, lines 3 1-47). Note the office interprets the OMASK keyword statement substantially 
similar to the predetermined selection standard of applicant's claim. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the generation 
of modification steps of Hatanaka with the rule based CAD system of Hollingsworth et al in 
order to allow the CAD system to automatically and correctly place the desired graphical objects 
into desired locations without human intervention (see column 3, lines 30-34 of Hollingsworth et 
al.). 



Response to Arguments 

4. The cancellation of claims 1,14 and 22 is noted. 

5. Applicant's arguments, see page 9, 3rd paragraph, filed 12/29/2003, with respect to the 
112 rejection of claims 8 and 23 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 1 12 
rejection of claims 8 and 23 has been withdrawn. 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 12/29/2003 have been flilly considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In reference to claims 4 and 18, see pages 9-1 1 and 13-16 of Applicant's Remarks, 
applicant argues that Hatanaka does not indicate what Hatanaka does with the information (see 
page 10 of Applicant's Remarks) however the office disagrees. Hatanaka clearly states that the 
relationship data, "...includes other elements which are required for generating a graphic 
element..." and "...which provide a generating method," (see columns 7-8, lines 66-3). 
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Also, the applicant states that, "nothing in Hatanaka discloses nor fairly suggests the 
particular use of relationship information as cited. . (see page 10 of Applicant's remarks) 
however the office strongly disagrees. Hatanaka discloses model generation having generation 
relationship data for each graphic element allowing for "linked modeling" or associative 
modeling (see column 7, lines 32-36), This is clearly evidence that Hatanaka discusses and is 
very much directed to using relationship data in object modeling. 

Even further, the applicant states Hatanaka fails to disclose the "second step" recitation of 
claims 4 and 18 (see pages 10 and 16 of Applicant's Remarks). As mentioned above, the office 
acknowledges Hatanaka' s lack of support for such a limitation however, Hatanaka does disclose 
that when points, curved lines and curved surfaces of the model are moved or changed, other 
graphic elements which relate to the changed element are also modified (see column 7, lines 28- 
52). Therefore in view of the above disclosed limitation of Hatanaka, the office interprets the 
creation of a, "second step" based on a, "first step" and the structure of one of the elements or on 
a relationship between two of the elements to be inherent with the model regeneration function 
of Hatanaka as relationship data is used to supply muhiple generation methods which could be 
based on previously modified elements or previous generation methods. The basis of such an 
inherent claim is as follows: Since Hatanaka discloses a, "linked modeling" system, or graphical 
objects hold relational links to one another, Hatanaka can be said to disclose regeneration of 
graphical objects having direct effects on related graphical objects thereby inherently providing 
related regenerating steps which form a sort of, "domino effect" regeneration. In other words, if 
a graphical object is linked to another graphical object, changes made to one would effect the 
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other and therefore, steps taken to make these changes are effected by and dependent upon one 
another. 

Further, the applicant also asserts claim 18 to recite, . .the creation of the steps together, 
followed by the execution of each respective step after it has been created (see pages 10 and ) 
however the office does not believe claim 18 to particularly point out such a limitation as the 
claim solely discloses the creation of two steps and then the later execution of the steps and does 
not recite the limitation of the two steps being created together. 

Also, applicant argues in reference to claim 4, see pages 13-14 of Applicant's Remarks, 
that Ardoin et al does not teach the sorting of steps before execution. The office interprets the 
nodes of Ardoin et al. to be substantially similar to steps as they, "can represent a value, an 
associative evaluation function..." because the associative functions are sorted upon dependency 
and equivalency relations (see #390 of Figure 16) which is substantially similar to applicant's 
sorting of steps (see pages 18-19 of applicant's specification). In response to applicant's 
argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to 
produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In 
re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, both references, 
Hatanaka and Ardoin et al are directed to the exact same art, CAD system modeling techniques. 
Hatanaka discloses modifying a "kit model" of a three-dimensional CAD system having 
elements such as points, curved lines and curved surfaces (see column 2, lines 7-18) while 
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Ardoin et al. discloses managing objects in CAD software (see column 1, lines 28-31). In 
particular to claim 4, Ardoin et al. is utilized to introduce the sorting of nodes or "associative 
evaluation functions." It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to implement the sorting of elemental functions of Ardoin et al. with the 
modeling system of Hatanaka in order to compute functions of an element in the correct order 
because changing relationships could cause a change in order of ftinctions (see column 8, lines 
54-59 of Ardoin et al.) which could lead in the modification of displayed elements. Therefore, 
the sorting techniques of Ardoin et al. are seen to further define and improve the modeling 
system of Hatanaka, which the office believes provides evidence for a just combination of the 
references. 

In reference to claim 6, see page 17 of Applicant's Remarks, applicant argues that neither 
Hatanaka nor Ardoin et al explicitly teach the storing of steps in a step repository. As 
mentioned above, the office acknowledges Hatanaka' s lack of support for such a limitation 
however, in view of the above arguments directed towards the, "first step," the office believes 
the, "step repository" of claim 6 to be substantially similar in functionality to a sort of memory 
allowing for the save and retrieval of steps in order to execute the steps over again in the future. 
The generation method of Hatanaka must be stored in some sort of memory in order for the 
model regeneration function to utilize its data further, which the office interprets as being 
inherently taught by Hatanaka. Further, all computer processes execute based on some sort of 
instructional code which is well known in the art to be stored on some sort of medium (Official 
Notice). Note, the exact naming of the memory or type of memory used for storage is seen to 
provide no immediate criticality to the application at hand. 
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In reference to claims 7 and 23, see pages 12 and 17 of Applicant's Remarks, the 
applicant asserts that the Office Action provides no evidence for the, .wholly conclusory 
proposition," that the use of a "nul" step to idle regeneration is well known. The office provides 
evidence to support such a claim in the definition of a "null cycle" which reads, "The minimum 
length of time required to complete an execute a program or process without introducing any 
new data or operations" (see definition of "Null Cycle," 

htt p : //www. computerhope. com/j argon/n/nul level . htm ) . The above definition provides support 
for the well known use of a "nul" step to "idle" regeneration and whose execution does not affect 
the graphics model. Note, the above reference is intended to further explain the examiner's 
position of the well known interpretation of the "nul" term. 

In reference to claims 15, 20, 21, 30 and 32, see pages 11-12 and 18-19 of Applicant's 
Remarks, the applicant makes similar arguments as applied to the "second step" of claims 4 and 
18 above and therefore similar rationale is applied to claims 15, 20, 21, 30 and 32 in response to 
these arguments. 

In reference to claim 24, see page 12 of Applicant's Remarks, the applicant does not 
disclose locked steps which are not executed or whose execution is limited. As stated above, 
Hatanaka discloses geometric relationship data for each element containing an F node which 
includes a lock flag indicating whether or not the relationship data is locked (see column 8, lines 
17-20). Note that Hatanaka does not explicitly disclose that a locked F node prevents execution 
however it is well known in the art that locked data is inaccessible thus disallowing the execution 
of code utilizing the data (Official Notice). Further, locked data cannot be utilized in processing 
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therefore, any operation which must use the locked data is interpreted as a "locked step" as such 
processing could utilize the unusable data. 

In reference to claim 29, see page 19 of Applicant's Remarks, the applicant states Pabon 
does not disclose or suggest the verification of elements after execution for constraint 
satisfaction. The office disagrees in that Pabon further discloses that if any new elements are 
added to the geometric model, Pabon discloses performing constraint verifications by adding the 
element to a constraint graph (see columns 10-11, lines 59-9 of Pabon). Note, the office 
interprets the addition of a new element into the model substantially similar to the execution of 
steps of applicant's claims. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where 
there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, all three references, Hatanaka, Ardoin et al. and 
Pabon are directed to the exact same art, CAD system modeling techniques. Hatanaka discloses 
modifying a "kit model" of a three-dimensional CAD system having elements such as points, 
curved lines and curved surfaces (see column 2, lines 7-18), Ardoin et al. discloses managing 
objects in CAD software (see column 1, lines 28-31) while Pabon discloses a system and method 
of sorting dependencies among elements used in geometric modeling for conceptual design in a 
CAD system (see lines 1-3 of abstract and title). The fact that all three references are directed to 
the same exact CAD system genre of graphical programs and improvements in the CAD system 
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programming provides valid motivation to combine the references while it also would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement 
verifying constraint data after execution of steps in the modeling system of Hatanaka and object 
relationship management techniques of Ardoin et al. in order to confirm that the elements are in 
the correct positions, orientations, and dimensions thus providing an efficient graphical object 
modification method and system (see column 1, lines 8-10 and 19-22 of Pabon). Note, such 
motivation is not taken from the applicant's specification, as the applicant suggests, however is 
found as one problem solved by the invention of Pabon, 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so 
long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 
170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Antonio Caschera whose telephone number is (703) 305-1391. 
The examiner can normally be reached Monday-Thursday and alternate Fridays between 7:00 
AM and 4:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Bella, can be reached at (703)-308-6829. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9314 (for Technology Center 2600 only) 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, 
Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose telephone 
number is (703) 306-0377. 
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